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INTRODUCTION

Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, 1965,
(Public Law 89-10) provided federal funds for educational
programs designed specifically for children living in areas
with a high concentration of low income families. The basic
aim of the Act was to expand and improve euducational programs
to meet the special educational needs of educationally de-
prived children.

The program was initiated during the 1965-66 school year
passing through the embryonic state of a revolutionary ed-
ucational venture accumulating considerable knowledge con-
cerning the needs of educationally deprived children. With
the needs fairly well established, the local educational
agencies implemented programs in 1966-67 with considerable
confidence and planning, provided evidence that education of
the deprived children was on its way. The 1967-68 school-
year, found local educational agencies capitalizing upon know-
ledge and experience in planning and implementing programs
for underprivileged children that had proven assets. Ex- ¢
periences and wisdom amassed in the three previous years of
implementing programs for underprivileged children was dis-
tinguishable in the 1968-69 program application. Criteria,
such as the stressing of parent and community involvement
and the improvement of Title I programs through the concen-
tration of services in the most impoverished areas on the
multiple needs of the most needy children, was of prime
importance. All efforts were concentrated on ways to im-
prove the quality of Title I programs. The 1969-70 program
found local educational agencies deleting undeserving
activities and concentrating on a fewer number of children,
thus implementing programs more completely fulfilling the
intent of the Act. Refinement of a program provides equal
educational opportunities to all underprivileged children

in a community regardless of attendance in public or non-
public schools. Problems remain that only time can solve;
results established only the future can authentically measure.
Evidence indicates this educational venture 1is making head-
way and producing benefits and only the future may determine
its true value.

The Elementary and Secondary Act of 1965 (P.L. 89-10), Title
I, specified reports are to be made by four governmental
units: local, state, U.S. O0ffice of Education, and a
National Advisory Council on the Education of Disadvantaged
Youth. The 1969-70 Title I program reports have been com-
pleted by the local educational agency and are on file in

the State Title I office, thus fulfilling the first reporting
requirement.
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Suls, the State Repori, has bedn developed to adhere to the
siate outiine suppiled by tie U.S. Oifice of Education;
Al itiomal imfommation coliccted by the State Iducational

<
Agency frowm Local ecducationd. dgencaes supplements the re-
cuested second requivaement as specified in P.L. 89-10,
Titice I Section of the Elementary and Secondary Act of 1965.

Blementary and Secondary iducation Act of 1965 (P.L. 89-10),
“{eie I Scetion, progvams for children of low income families,
amcnded to include prograwms for the liandicapped, Migrant,
Nueglected, and Jelinquentchildren who are the responsibility
of tie Title I Scction of the State Department of Iducation.

a T

The State Educational Ageacy approved Low Income Programs

for 292 local educational agencies during fiscal year 1970

distributing a total gramt oI $ 9,466,504; ten programs for

ctate operated imstitutlons for the handicapped amounted to

$ 508,358 programs for children of migrant agricultural
s

64; aand two delinquent institutions
. The above allocatioms plus the

ne following breakdown listed below gives some indication
F Titie I programs, OY phases of programs, implemented by
ocal educational agencies in Kansas.

Activities LEA's

Reading.................................;................260
A 1

matics..............................w...............léZ

SJacac

LA DT AT Y e ereseensonasasesaanansssetooenaaartrennnseeesnns 70
Physical EduUCAtiON.seeerreeaseeeeanonatenernonnererreses 42
KiNAergATTeNe saavsessrsasanassssonannossstaonenesrorone 39
LANGUAGE ALCSeaeessssasesnoassossesoassaossssenneeecanses 37
R ot s D R EEE R R R R ERE R R AR 32

P Tt K- LT R R EE R 32
h and Hearing Therapy..ceeeeessasacrcaaonseccsocces 30

ec
L T U R R R R RER R R 29
G

LG ATIC e o s s e s eoossssossosssossssssossassssatassscoctocce: 26
A'L"t................-..........-.-..-............--.....--. 24
Soacial EGUCATION . seessereosarreseronarronnnncoenrcnss 20
MUSLC e e e evenssessonsssesassssssosssscsossssssssoroscecses 20
Teural ENTLCHMENT eeseecsoscsescocosaststaosancccccccees 18
TV A R R R R R R I 16

IIC.CI...I.CI.I...C.C...I.......'.I.....I..I..... lSM‘J

UG INCS 5 eeesnsasassotssssssssoonssctescassssrer oo 13
TUTRCH PYOTTAThie vessseasssssssossesssssscassaaosessssccces 12

o
SOCial SCiCNCeCeesesesssosossacssssscceoccssassescsoasceecces 11
PSYCHOLOZISE v reerenonsassreceanaonreeorarertentsos
Ta—Service Trainingececcssrsccccsassccocaonscectocscccens
SOCZG]l WOTKGT eeessssseesssssosoossseccoeassscestannccceses

TU'COI'...........-.....-..........-.-.-...-.....-..-.--..-

PsychiatriStecessose

N W NN WO



TABLE OF CONTENTS

ACKNOWLEDGMENT s v veet ot atsesatianseersarasassssasonensesse i
INTRODUCTION v evvs e Ceresieaneae Chreresters et ii

PART I, ANNUAL STATE REPORT

I.

IT.

III.

Iv.

vI.

VII.

VIII.

IX.

Basic Statistical Informationiieeiiessessescsnosess 1
A. XNumber of Local Educational Agencies in

State i ie sttt esssosessestaterensnsosnssnna 1
B. Number of Local Educational Agencies

Participating in Title I ActivitieS.veeeeroeees 1
C. DNumber of Title I ProgramS...cese. Cer et e 2
D. Unduplicated Count of Title I Participants

Per Grade Level....... Ctevertatatosasacstonasans 3

State Educational Agency Title I Staff

VisitationS:i ieseeetencsseatesssssscnsseoses SERREREE 5
Procedures to Improve Title I ProgramS...:ieeeeeee. 6
A, Quality ImprOVement..ceceeeertsecceceroccsassane 6
B. 1Insure Proper Participation of Non~Public
School Childreneesteseeereesoroosserocassancans 9
Co EvaluatiON.seceeeescosessesosserssertaserssscasens 10
Title I Effect Upon Educational Achievement........ 11
A. DMeasurements of Educational Achievement........ 11
1. Tables Showing Average Instructional
Reading Grade Level GainS.ieeeevecesescaen 12-18
2. Observations Gathered from Tables..eceeev.. 19
B. Common Characteristics of Effective Projects... 20
C. Effectiveness of Projects Related to Cost...... 21
Title I Programs EffectSiceeecicseisccacecstsrasscses 21
A. State Educational AgenCYeieeesteoesssossasceasas 21
B. Local Educational AgenCy.ieieeeceesccesoacsssns 22
C. Non-Public SChoOlSeeieieserosesssssssossnsssnns 24
Additional Efforts to Help the Disadvantaged....... 26
A. State Funds Supplementing Title I FundS.e.oeee.e 26
B. Coordination of Title I Activities with
Other Federally Funded ProgramS..... vecenseseed 27
Compensatory Education for Non-Public School
Childremn..eieeiesesseescessccossseostsossocscscsoases 30
Teacher~Teacher Aide Training Program..cicsesscesecs 32

Community and Parent Involvementeseeoeoes rheeeaeses + 35




PART II, ANNUAL STATE REPORT SUPPLEMENT...eevvevvannnanns 39
I. Students NeCAS.eesseettsessasssoesssasasessanasasns 39
A. Identification of Student NeadS..ieevenarsnresn 39

B. Most Pressing Needs of Children.....iceeveensen 40

C. Projects Selected for Specific NeedS:iivivesen, 41

D. Pupil~Teacher Ratio...ieeriereiaarsrsnnsannnss 42

II. Continuing Education of High School Graduates...... 42
III- D'X.'O'p""out Rates cccccccc R I I R I N R Y Y Y R RN R ) ’. 43

IV. Activity Participation by Grade Level...ieeeceaares 44

l APPENDIX




s D 4

LIST OF TABLES

Table No. Page
PART 1
1. Number of LEA'sOperating ACtiVILieS...eeeeessssssseess 1
2. Unduplicated Count of Title I Participants
Per Grade LEVeLiusetetenstarntsnasssassaasasesasassaans 3
3. Per-Cent of Children Participating in Title I
Programs by Ethnic CharacteristicSiivesissectsnccrccns 4
4, Average Instructional Reading Grade Level Gains
of Title I Reading Students for Grade 2Z...civeiesrecns 12
5. Average Instructional Reading Grade Level Gains
of Title I Reading Students for Grade 3..civierecencne 13
6. Average Instructional Reading Grade Level Gains
of Title I Reading Students for Grade 4ecevevieronres 14
7. Average Instructional Reading Grade Level Gains
of Title I Reading Students for Grade Seieieereenrraee 15
8. Average Instructional Reading Grade Level Gains
of Title I Reading Students for Grade G..cecieeennenne 16
9. Average Instructional Reading Grade Level Gains
of Title I Reading Students for Grade 7..cevevenoeasse 17
10. Average Instructional Reading Grade Level Gains
of Title I Reading Students for Grade 8........ eeeens 18
11. Title I Program Augumented with State Funds....... ceee26
12. Non-Public School Student Participation.:ec.icececsesess 31
13. Teacher-Teacher Aide Development In-Service
Traininge.eseeesessoesessessssarscensersocsssocasooans 34
14. Methodsof Identifying Student NeedS.:.icieeeeeacersenes 39
15. Most Pressing Student NeedS.e:eess.. et rresececcneaane 40
16. Projects Selected for Specific Student Needs.......... 41
17. Pupil-Teacher Ratio.......see. [ R 42
18. Continuing Education of High School Graduates......... 42
19. Drop—Out RALES.esttterestrotossnsssosssossnsscesssocnss 43
20. Students Per Grade Level in Five ActivitiesS...eeiiiens 44

8




I. Basic Statistical Information

Part 1

ANNUAL STATE REPORT

Geographical designations representing locations of local educational
agencies operating Title I programs in the State of Kansas.

A.

- ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

T

Total Number of Local Educational Agencies in the State

- There are 311 local educational agencies in the State of Kansas;

of this number, 303 are eligible to receive Title I allocations.

Number of local Educational Agencies Participating in

Title I Programs

1. During the regular school term only - There were 83 local
educational agencies operating only regular academic school
year programs.

2. During summer term only - There were 56 local educatiomal
agencies operating only summer school programs.
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3. During both regular school term and summer term - There
were 153 local educational agencies operating both the
regular academic year and summer school Title I programs.

4. Summary - There were a total of 236 local educational
agencies operating regular school term programs and a

total of 209 local educational agencies operating summer
school programs.

Number of Title I Programs

There were 292 local educational agencies operating Title I

programs in Kansas during the 1970 fiscal year.

LEA's Participation in Activities

288 LEA's operating Title I programs

234 LEA's operating Title I programs during regular school term

207 LEA's operating Title I programs during the summer

NUMBER OF LEA's OPERATING ACTIVITIES
Table No. 1

‘ 234 207 !
ACTIVITIES REGULAR TERM SUMMER TERM
Reading 218 184
Mathematics 66 119
1 Library 59 19
) Health - Nurse 56 8
Kindergarten 38 11
Counseling 30 14
Physical Education 25 .17
Speech Therapy 23 16
Special Education 22 2
i Handicapped 20 5
| Psychologist 14 0
L ATE - 14 7
i __Language Arts 13 7
Music 12 6
Food 10 4
Social Worker 8 2
Cultural Inrichment 8 10
Social Science 8 5
English 5 1
Industrial Arts 4 0
Tutoring 3 0
Home Economics: 3 0




D. Unduplicated Count of Title I Participants per Grade Level

Table No. 2
| Public ! Non-Public | Total !
School School ! per
! Grade | Children Children | Grade Percentage
| K 4144 42 | 4186 .060
1 6095 362 6457 .093
2 7186 301 7487 .108
3 7652 408 i 8060 117
4 7320 414 i 7734 ! 112
5 6724 358 ?_ 7082 : .102
6 5367 304 | 2671 .082
7 5148 203 i 5351 | .077
8 4558 186 '? 4744 . 068
9 3326 i 126 i 3452 .050
10 3246 113 f 3359 . 048
11 2506 114 2620 .038
12 2069 88 | 2157 .031
Ungraded 933 6 i 939 .014 |
; -~ Total 66274 . 3025 ; 69299 1007% '
Total allocation — —_ —— $ 9,466,504.00
Total number participants——-—-— ———————— 69,299

Average cost per pupil—--- ——————————— e et e e e 136.60
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II.

SEA Title T Staff Visitations

There were 292 local educational agencies operating Title I
programs in the state during fiscal year 1969-70. The state

ig divided into two areas, as noted by the dark, almost horizontal,
line on the geographic location map on page 1. There are two
program consultants, one evaluation consultant and one director
on the Title I staff. One program consultant is assigned to

the upper half of Kansas and the other consultant is responsible
for the southern half of the state. The goal of the department
was to attempt visitations to all new project coordinators and
approximately 50 percent of the balance. This was a change of
policy from the previous goal of attempting to visit every local
agency, which only permitted a very short period of time at each
location. The new policy was an attempt to monitor the projects
visited more throughly spending considerable more time at

each LEA visited. Visits were made to 51 percent of the 148
local educational agencies in the northern half of the state,
while 40 percent of the 154 locals in the southern half of the
state were monitored. Of the 292 local educational agencies
operating 1970 Title I programs 47 percent were throughly
monitored. A more successful monitoring of Title 1 programs
will be conducted in the future as two additional program
consultants will be employed for fiscal year 1971; thus, each
consultant will be responsible for approximately 73 local edu-
cational agencies.

Proportion of Visits by Objectives

Planning-————=————==~—=—=—=——=—= 207
Program Development———=—=—=——=-—— 25%
Program Operation—==—-=—=—==-=-= 257%
Evaluation=——==—=——m—=ce—e————— 207

All phases of Title I programs were monitored during each visit

to local agencies. The percentages offered above represent the
approximate length of time allocated to the performance of each
objective during the monitoring process. The above tabulations
consist only of the initial scheduled visitations, many LEA's
request additional consultation as problems arise and the requests
are always honored although no record of those calls are on file.

The planning phase of the visits was designed to aid the local
administrators and coordinators in developing Title I projects
that would meet both the local educational needs and the intent

of the law. Program planning and development is also discussed

at the spring conferences, conducted by the Title I staff, for
LEA personnel involved in Title I programs. Program operation
visits were designed to monitor the programs in progress. This
included the observation of project activities, students involved,
equipment, and conferences with program coordinators and their

13




III.

staff. The on~site visitations have proven most valuable to

both the LEA and SEA. This, coupled with the evaluation, aids
materially in the planning and development of the most profitable
activities. The LEA's are developing a better understanding

of the intent of Title I, that it is categorical aid--not general
aid--intended for children from low income families and/or with
poor academic performance. They are doing a more efficient job
of meeting local needs and following regulations sid guidelines
in terms of their own community. Through the vast amount of
program observations, the state consultant has also increased

his capabilities and is better prepared to give advice and make
recommendations to the LEA personnel.

The project consultants schedule all visitations in advance. A

copy of the Title I visitation checklist was sent to each LEA in
the Title I monthly newsletter. (See appendix for sample copy)

This enabled them to be familiar with the objectives of the vis-
itation and understand what the project consultant was going to

check.

The evaluation consultant advises all LEA's in the state concerning
the evaluation of their Title I programs. An evaluation guideline
is designed and revised each year and placed in the hands of all
concerned at or near the beginning of the project. The evaluation
process and the guidelines are on the agenda during the annual
conferences sponsored by the Title I staff for all administrators
and program coordinators throughout the state each spring. No
definite schedule of visitations has been arranged by the evaluation
consultant; as time permits, he alternates sections of,the state

by accompanying first one project consultant and then the other

on their scheduled visits.

The Title I Director, Project and Evaluation Consultants, in a
body, visit each LEA classified in the SMSA (Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Area) A classificatien monitoring various activities
each year.

Auditors from the Finance Section of the State Department of
Education visit every LEA annually and audit the Title I budgets.

Procedures to Improve Title I Programs During the
Past Three Years

A. Quality Improvement

A series of conferences, geographically located for LEA's
convenience, are conducted by the state educational agency
each year. Administrators, Federal Program Coordinators and




other interested personnel fryom public, non—-public, handicapped,
delinguent and neglected schools and institutions attend thesec
meatings. The application, evaluation, and othier relevant

information; as wecll as, answering questions, comprise the agenda.

There were eight meetings held in the spring of 1970. Eighty-
nine percent of the LEA's were represented at the meetings this
past year, as compared with 78 percent attendance in fiscal year
1969. TForty-five percent of the LEA's not attending sponsor
sunmer programs only. (See appendix)

Three workshops were held in the state concerning Title I finan-
cial and evaluation aspects. Title I personnel and auditors,
from the School Finance Section of the State Department of
Education, conducted the sessions. Topics of discussion were:
methods of allocation, accounting procedures, inventories and
audits, evaluation, submitting the application and budgets, and
revision of budgets. Local educational agency administrators,
project coordinators, bookkeepers, clerks, evaluators and other
interested personnel attended the workshops.

A complete guideline and instructions for submitting applications
for Title I programs is compiled for each fiscal year by the
state educational agency. This guideline contains information
such as: complete directions for planning and developing a
program, process of completing the application (completed
samples for all forms), definitions, fiscal and accounting
provisions, evaluation procedures, and copies of all forms

to be used in the implementation of Title I programs. This
instruction book contains solutions to many problems and the
answers to many questions that may arise in fulfilling the
requirements necessary to obtain a Title I program.

Title I state educational agencies in Regions III and IV meet
twice a year to discuss common problems. The last meeting was
held in Santa Fe, New Mexico; attendance comprised represen-
tatives from North Dakota, South Dakota, Missouri, Nebraska,
Wyoming, Colorado, Utah, New Mexico, Iowa, Kansas and regional
U. S. Office of Education directors. The states alternate as
host, each planning the agenda for a two-day meeting. USOE
personnel and other educational specialists are invited to
participate in the meetings. Directors, program specialists,
finance consultants, and evaluators meet in separate related
position groups discussing problems, solutions and eXperiences.
The last session of the meeting is devoted to reports made by
the recorders that have been previously designated by the
groups. These meetings have proved to be very valuable; the
associations, as well as the information distributed and
accumulated, is priceless.

One year, the state educational agency organized an inservice
training team composed of four well-qualified experienced

.




reading teachers. An LEA could obtain the whole team or any
part of it to conduct a one or two-day workshop for their
teaching personnel. All requests were voluntary and the
scheduling was handled in the state Title I office. Most of
the workshops were held on Saturdays and during the summer
months.

A reading specialist from one of the gtate teacher training
colleges, was employed by the state educational agency to
conduct two~day workshops. The location of the workshops
was determined by a survey of interested prospective parti-
cipants. A total of eight workshops were conducted in the
state during this fiscal year.

A newsletter is published the first of each month by the

state educational agency. This Title I newsletter is mimeo~
graphed and contains information concerning legislation, reports,
deadlines, procedures, special projects, related articles of
publication, and other items of interest. The mailing list
includes all LEA's and other interested personnel in the state.

An advisory counsel, composed of school superintendents repre-
senting various size school populations, meet with the Title I
staff to discuss Title I compensatory programs. This has been
an ad hoc committee functioning at the request of the Title I
Director. New improvements and ideas were evaluated, procedures
and regulations discussed, suggestions and ideas appraised. This
opportunity to meet in a small group with men in the field,
facing the problems directly, proves to be very practical and
beneficial.

Inservice training of teacher aides has received high priority.
The state educational agency established criteria for teacher
aides, enabling the LEA's to comply with the State Department
of Education regulations. Such information as duties, respon-
sibilities, suggestions for inservice training, and other
recommendations all lead to more successful participation of
teacher aides in the Title I programs.

The state educational agency encourages the LEA's to develop
better ways of involving teachers, parents and community orga-
izations in planning the Title 1 program. activities,

Programs, not fully complying with the intent of the law, are
being phased out of the Title I program: example - kindergarten.
Other activities having tendencies of becoming general aid, such
as, library and personal services, are being pro-rated in many
instances.

The percentage of the LEA's allocation of funds allowable for
equipment and supplies has been reduced and limited to a desig~
nated figure. Construction and the purchase of portable buildings
have been completely eliminated from the program.

Q 8
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Many forms have been deviscd, all of which enables the LEA's

to do an improved job of reportir; and at the same utime furnish
the state educational agency with information necessary to the
successful operation of the program and the compliance with
Federal requests and regulations.

Local educational agencies are requested to present preliminary
application for Title I programs to the state educational agency.
Different methods of advisement has been practiced. Some project
directors bring the preliminary forms into the Title I office

for consultation with the project consultant. At other times,
usually at locations quite some distance from the State Depart-
ment of Education, the Title I coordinator notifies several

LEA's that he will be at a designated location in their terri~
tory for a specified length of time and will be available for
personal interviews. There are always a few project coordinators
unable to meet for personal interviews so they send penciled
copies to the Title I consultant, which generally leads to a
telephone conversation.

Cooperation between the State Department of Education Auditing
Section and the state educational agency contributes signifi-
cantly toward the improvement of Title I programs. The auditors
audit all LEA Title I budgets every year and ''write up" their
findings, which they present to the state Title I consultants
who in turn 'follow up" on the audit report.

’

Insure Proper Participation of Non-Public School Children

The state educational agency devised a form labeled ''Public-
Private Schools" to be completed by the LEA, which becomes a
part of the project application. This agreement requires

the signatures of both the public school representative and
the private school representative. The form is in triplicate;
white for the state agency, pink for local agency and green
for the private school. (See sample in appendix)

The State Department of Education sponsors an annual meeting
composed of representatives from all non-public schools in the
state., The objective of the meeting is to keep non-public
school officials informed concerning the activities and services
of the State Department of Education. The director of each
section of the State Department of Education attends the meeting
participating on the agenda which involves giving information,
as well as answering questions.

The state Title I director participates in meetings composed of
representatives from non-public schools within a specific diocese.

A communication, explaining the status and privileges of non-
public schools in relatioaship to the Title I programs was sent
to all public school superintendents and program coordinators by
the state director of Title I. (See example in appendix)

17
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Local educational agencies are intermittingly informed in the
"Title I Newsletter' that it is mandatory to involve all eco-
nomically deprived children in the community in Title I program
planning regardless of the school attendance center.

The Title I consultants, monitoring programs on site visits,
investigate the actual extent of non-public school children

participation.

Modify Local Projects in the Light of State and

Local Evaluation

A revised "Evaluation Guideline for Title I Projects" is
distributed to gll participating local educational agencies.
The format for ithe 1970 guideline was adopted from the ''Guide
for Authors'", in preparing evaluation reports of educational
programs developed by the American Institutes for Research in
the Behavioral Sciences, Palo Alto, California.

The state educational agency consistantly encourages assessment
of all activities composing the local educational agencies pro-
grams. It is recommended that provisions for diagnosing each
participant to insure that the project is in fact serving the
child.

Greater emphasis must be placed on the early identification of
specific problems of learning. Behavioral characteristics
developed must be capable of recognition and measurement in
order to insure the accomplishment of the educational objective.
Changes related to evaluation have been in terms of more thor-
oughness and increased sophistication in method and design.
Local educational agencies are informed to carefully diagnose
evaluation results of all activities. Ocassionally a change

in teaching techniques or curriculum revision accomplishes the
desired objective. Then again, it is necessary to change the
program‘and use another approach to achieve the preferred goals.

The evaluation of the previous program is reviewed by the pro-
ject consultant before the program application is renewed for
another school term.

The evaluation consultant, from the state educaticnal agency,
frequently participates in workshops conducting in-service
training sessions for local educational agency staff members.
Evaluation procedures, objective writing and behaviorial
characteristic recognition are topics of discussion.

Skill, in evaluating educational programs, is improving and is

becoming clearly recognizable in the quality of the Title I
programs appearing each new fiscal year.

18
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‘ect Upon Bducational Achievement

: instructions for its use.) Data collected included grade level,

Measurements of Bducational Achievement

Kansas does not have a state-wide testing program for elementary
grades. Each LEA specifies its own testing program using as

its guide the desires, experiences or prejudices, as the case
may be, of the administrative staff, guidance counselor and

the Title I Staff. The most commonly used tests in the Title I
programs were:

Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test
Metropolitan Achievement Test
Stanford Achievement Test

Cooifornia Anhviaramont Test
Ll e Yest
o wwst of Basic Skills J

A student data shcet was used to collect information on each
student. (See appendix for sample of student data sheet and

age, sex, ethnic group, public or non-public school, IQ, Title I
activities, participation past and present, pre-test and post-
test results. Local educational agencies were asked to report
this data on all Title I reading students. Length of time al~
located for collection of this individual information, its
availability, numerous mistakes and obstacles, limited the
usability of the data compiled. The data was programmed by our
Statistical Services Section. Information reclaimed separated
the students by grade level, sex, and IQ range showing the pre-
test and post~-test grade placement for each student. The sum-
mation of the pre-test and post-test results represent different
publishing companies. However, each individual pre~test and post-
test given was from the same publishing company and all scores
were converted to grade equivalency. The average time span
between the pre-test and post-test was eight months from the
middle of September to the middle of May. The data is presented
for each grade from the second through the eighth. The grade is
divided into four IQ ranges, namely, 80-89, 90-99, 100-109, and
110~119. The IQ range is separated by sex, presenting the number
tested, pre-test and post~test grade equivalency showing grade
piacement gain for each.

Interpretation Example:
Girls (Grade 3)

IQ Range Number Tested Pre-Test Post-Test Gain
80~-89 200 2.41 3.25 .84

Two hundred girls with IQ's ranging from 88~89, averaged grade
equivalency of 2nd grade plus 4 and .1 months at the time of the
pre-test advancing to the 3rd grade plus 2 and .5 months equiva-
lency at the time of the post—test achieving an 8 and .4 months
gain in grade level.
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Average . suctional Readin; -.ade Level Gains of
Title I Reading : ..dents
Table No. 4
M Instructional Reading Grade Level
Grade S BOYS
3
IQ Number of - Post— Gain | Number of Pre- Post—- Gain
Range Students J Test Students Test Test
80-89 68 1.46 2.16 .70 89 1.369 1.94 .55
90-99 101 1.54 2.36 .82 165 1.52 2.26 74
100-108 71 1.58 2.57 .99 120 1.64 2.50 .86
110-116 36 1.71 2.85 1.14 42 1.65 2.75 1.06 .
TOTAL 276 1.55 2.43 .88 416 1.54 2.31 .77
80-89 IQ Range: 41% of the girls gained one grade ievel or more.

The average gain for this 41% was 1 year and 3 months; the

average gain for the remaining 59% was 3.3 months. 30% of the

boys gaining one or more grade levzl averaged 1 year and 1.9 months;
the remaining 70% averaged 3.1 months gain.

90-99 IQ Range: 53% of the girls gained one grade level or more.
The average gain for this 53% was 1 year and 3.3 months; the
average gain for the remaining 47% was 2.3 months. 43% of the

boys gaining one or more grade level averaged 1 year and 2.6 months;
the remaining 57% averaged 3.1 months gain.

100-109 1IQ Range: 55% of the girls gained one grade level or more.
The average gain for this 55% was 1 year and 4 months; the

average gain for the remaining 45% was 3.3 months. 48% of the

boys gaining one or more grade level averaged 1 year and 3 months;
the remaining 52% averaged 4.3 months gain.

110-119 IQ Range: 58% of the
The averaged gain for this 587%
average gain for the remaining
boys gaining one or more grade
the remaining 50% averaged 5.4

girls gained one grade level or more.
was 1 year and 5.2 months; the

42% was 6 months. 50% of the

level averaged 1l- year and 5.8 months;
months gain.
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Average Instructional Reading Grade Level Gains of
Title I Reading Students

Table No. 5

Mean Instructional Reading Grade Level

Gr%de GIRLS BOYS

I Q ©Number of Pre- Post- Gain| Number of Pre- Post- Gain
Range Students Test Test Students Test Test

80-89 76 2.06 2.83 .77 118 2.13  2.71 .58
90-99 147 2,20 3.07 .87 238 2.06 2.88 .82
100-108 94 2.48 3.29 .81 241 2.32  3.17 .85
110-119 37 2.47 3.12 .65 79 2.55  3.47 .92
TOTAL 354 2.27 3.08 .81 676 2.22 3.02 .80

80-89 IQ Range: 457% of the girls gained one grade level or more.
The average gain for this 45% was 1 year and 2.7 months; the
average gain for the remaining 55% was 3.4 months. 38% of the

boys gaining one or more grade level averaged 1 year and .9 months;
the remaining 627% averaged 2.2 months gain.

90-99 IQ Range: 59% of the girls gained one grade level or more.
The average gain for this 59% was 1 year and 3.2 months; the
average gain for the remaining 417 was 3.4 months. 53% of the

boys gaining one or more grade level average 1 year and 3.1 months;
the remaining 477% averaged 2.5 months gain.

100-109 1IQ Range: 47% of the girls gained one grade level or more.
The average gain for this 477 was 1 year and 3.5 months; the
average gain for the remaining 53% was 4.4 months. 447 of the

boys gaining one or more grade level averaged 1 year and 4.8 months;
the remaining 567% averaged 3.4 months gain.

110-119 1IQ Range: 54% of the girls gained one grade level or more.
The average gain for this 547% was 1 year and 4.2 months; the
average gain for the remaining 46% was 4.8 months. 49% of the

boys gaining one or more grade level averaged 1 year and 5.3 months;
the remaining 51% averaged 3.3 months gain.
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Average Instructional Reading Grade Level Gains of
Title I Reading Students

Table No. 6
Mean Instructional Reading Grade Level
Grzde GIRLS BOYS
I Q Number of Pre- Post- Gain| Number of Pre- Post- Gain

Range Students Test Test Students Test Test

80-89 63 2.84 3.76 .92 139 2.81 3.49 .68

90-99 132 3.08 3.89 .81 194 2.93  3.97 1.04
100-109 107 3.37 4.38 1.01 182 3.12 4.02 .90
110-119 38 3.28 4.12 .84 81 3.29 4.42 1.13

TOTAL 340 3.15 4.06 .90 596 3.00 3.93 .93

80-89 IQ Range: 567% of the girls gained one grade level or more.

The average gain for this 56% was 1 year and 3.7 months; the
average gain for the remaining 44% was 4.3 months. 44% of the
boys gaining one or more grade level averaged 1 year and 4 months;
the remaining 567% averaged 3.2 months gain.

90-99 IQ Range: 577% of the girls gained one grade level or more.
The average gain for this 57% was 1 year and 3.6 months; the
average gain for the remaining 437 was 1.9 months. 60% of the

boys gaining one or more grade level averaged 1 year and 5.4 months;
the remaining 40% averaged 3.7 months gain.

100-109 IQ Range: 68% of the girls gained one grade level or more.

The average gain for this 68% was 1 year and 4.5 months; the
average gain for the remaining 32% was 3.6 months. 58% of the

boys gaining one or more grade level averaged 1 year and 4.2 months;
the remaining 427% averaged 3.7 months gain.

110-118 1IQ Range: 58% of the girls gained one grade level or more.

The average gain for this 58% was 1 year and 3.2 months; the
average gain for the remaining 42% was 2.8 months. 62% of the

boys gaining one or more grade level averaged 1 year and 6.1 months;
the remaining 38% averaged 5.7 months gain.
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Average Instructional Reading Grade Level Gains of
Title I Reading Students

Table No. 7
Mean Instructional Reading Grade Level
Grgde GIRLS BOYS
IQ Number of Pre- Post- Gain| Number of Pre- Post- Gain

.Range Students Test Test Students Test Test

80-89 58 3.42 4.14 .72 90 3.13 3.88 .75

50-99 104 3.88 4.69 .81 163 3.74 4.61 1.33
100-109 91 4.29 5.16 .87 153 4.07 5.12 1.05
110-119 40 4,68 5.68 1.00 70 4.42  5.29 .87

TOTAL 293 4.03 4.86 .83 476 3.83  4.74 .91

80-89 IQ Range: 487 of the girls gained one grade level or more.
The average gain for this 48% was 1 year and 3 months; the

average gain for the remaining 527 was 1.9 months. 447 of the

boys gaining one or more grade level averaged 1 year and 5 months;
the remaining 567% averaged 1.6 months gain.

90-99 IQ Range: 53% of the girls gained one grade level or more.
The average gain for this 53% was 1 year and 3.7 months; the
average gain for the remaining 47% was 1.5 months. 57% of the

boys gaining one or more grade level averaged 1 year and 3.9 months;
the remaining 43% averaged 1.6 months gain.

100-109 1IQ Range: 58% of the girls gained one grade level or more.
The average gain for this 58% was 1 year and 3.4 months. the
average gain for the remaining 42% was 3.7 months. o©l% of the

boys gaining one or more grade level average 1 year and 6.5 months;
the remaining 39% averaged 2.3 months gain.

110-119 IQ Range: 63% of the girls gained one grade level or more.
The average gain for tliis 63% was 1 year and 4.1 months; the
average gain for the remaining 377% was 4.3 months. 54% of the

boys gaining one or more grade level averaged 1 year and 5.6 months;
the remaining 46% averaged 2.6 months gain.
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Average Iascructional Reading Grade Level Gains of
Title I Reading Students
Table No. §
|
I Yean Iastructional Reading Grade Level
| Grode GIRLS BOYS
| )
i z Numoer of Prae- Post~ Gain| Number of Pre- Post- Gain
. _Aange  Students Test  Test Students Test Test
| 80-89 67 L.11 4.85 .74 87 4.01  4.80 .79
90-99 88 4.46  5.27 .81 130 4.48  5.37 .89
100-109 78 4,98  5.97 .99 112 4.87 5.81 .94
1:.0-11 ) 5.81  6:56 .75 78 5.39  6.50 1.1l
{
i TOTAL 293 4.80 5.62 .8214_ 407 4.66 5.58 .92
§0-89 IQ Range 55% of the girls gained one grade level or more.
~ o = .

average gain for the remaining 45% was 1.3 months.

W oee

the vemaining 37% averaged .3 mont

The average gain

t bh

O r

boys gaining one

~ 94
ERIC ' ‘ 16

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

T,

hs gain.

o average gain for the remaining 447 was 3.1 months.
boys gaining one or more grade level averaged 1 year and 5.4 months;
the remaining 317 averaged 4.7 months gain.

average gain for the remaining 42% was 1.1l months.
v more grade level averaged 1 year and 3 months;
the remaining 337 averaged 2.5 months gain.

nls 55% was 1 year and 2.6 months;

the

607% of the
boys gaining one or more gradd level averaged 1 year and 5.7 months;
tne remaining 407 averaged l.4 months gain,

59% of the girls gained one grade level or more.

in for this 59% was 1 year and 3.6 months;
z or the remaining 417 was 1 month.

boys gaining one or more grade level averaged 1 year and 5.8 months;

the

637% of the

100-3.09 1IQ Range: 506% of the girls gained one grade level or more.
‘The average gain for this 56% was 1 year and 6.5 months;

the

69% of the

110-119 IQ Range: 587 oi the girls gained one grade level or more.
or this 58% was 1 year and 5.1 months;

the

677% of the




Average Instructional Reading Grade Level Gains of
Title I Reading Students

Table No. 9

Mean Instructional Reading Grade Level

Grgde GIRLS BOYS

IQ Nuﬁber of Pre- Post- Gain| Number of Pre- Post- Gain
Range Students Test Test Students Test Test

80-89 44 4.81 5.63 .82 96 " 4.63  5.49 .86
90-99 72 5.58  6.35  .77| 122 5.27  6.39  1.12
100-109 75 6.15 7.12 .97 97 5.71 7.12 1.25
116—119 25 6.74 8.24 1.50 46 6.48 8.03 1.55
TOTAL 216 5.75 6.69 .94 361 5.37 6.56 1.19

80-89 IQ Range: 647% of the girls gained one.grade level or more.
The average gain for this 647% was 1l year and 6.2 months; the
average gain for the remaining 367 was 1.5 months. 59% of the

boys gaining one or more grade level averaged 1 year and 5.5 months;
the remaining 417% averaged .4 months gain.

90-99 IQ Range: 647 of the girls gained one grade level or more.
The average gain for this 64% was 1 year and 5.1 months; the
average gain for the remaining 367 was .8 months. 67% of the

boys gaining one or more grade level averaged 1 year and 5.8 months;
the remaining 33% averaged 4.1 months gain.

100-109 1IQ Range: 637% of the girls gained one grade level or more.
The average gain for this 63% was 1 year and 6.9 months; the
average gain for the remaining 37% was 1.5 months. 69% of the

boys gaining one or more grade level averaged 2 years and O months;
the remaining 31% averaged .9 months gain.

110-119 1IQ Range: 84%Z of the girls gained one grade level or more.
"The average gain for this 84% was 2 years and 2.4 months; the
average gain for the remaining 167% was 2.2 months. 83% of the

boys gaining one or more grade level averaged 2 years and .3 months;
the remaining 17% averaged 2.4 months gain.
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Average Instructional Reading Grade Level Gains of
Title I Reading Students

Table No. 10

Mean Instructional Reading Grade Level
Grgde GIRLS BOYS
IQ Number of Pre- Post—- Gain| Number of Pre- Post- Gain
Range Students Test Test Students Test Test
80-89 32 5.75 6.65 .90 39 5.59 6.62 1.03
90-99 55 6.19 7.21 1.02 67 5.68 6.99 1.31
100-108 34 6.92 7.86 .94 58 7.17 8.27 1.10
110-119 158 8.03 9.18 1.15 21 7.52 9.06 1.21
TOTAL 140 6.52 7.51 .99 | 185 6.34 7.55 1.2

80-89 IQ Range: 447 of the girls gained one grade level or more.
The average gain for this 447 was 1 year-and 8.8 months; the
average gain for the remaining 56% was 3.7 months:. 56% of the

boys gaining one or more grade level averaged 1 year and 8.4 months;
the remaining 44% averaged .9 months gain.

90-99 IQ Range: 55% of the girls gained one grade level or more.
The average gain for this 557 was 1 year and 7.2 months; the
average gain for the remaining 45% was .8 months. 72% of the

boys gaining one or more grade level averaged 1 year and 8.8 months;
the remaining 28% averaged .7 months gain.

100-109 1IQ Range: 537% of the girls gained one grade level or more.
The average gain for this 53% was 1 year and 7.7 months; the
average gain for the remaining 477 was 6.4 months. 59% of the

boys gaining one or more grade level averaged 2 years and .4 months;
the remaining 417% averaged 2.5 months gain.

110-119 1IQ Range: 79% of the girls gained one grade level or more.
The average gain for this 79% was 1 year and 4.7 months; the
average gain for the remaining 217 was 1.6 months. 67% of the

boys gaining one or more grade level averaged 2 years and 1 month;
the remaining 337% averaged 4.2 months gain.
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Obscrvations Cathered from Tables

The tables presenting average instructional grade level gains
of Title I reading students do not represent all of the parti-
cipants in the Compensatory Reading Program. Individuals were
omitted for the following reasons:

Omission of students' IQ score

Omission of ejther pre—test of post-test score
Pre-test different from post-test

Time span between pre—test and post-test

. Sex not identified

. Questionable errors in reporting or programming

[« XSRS I o SR CUIN SO ol

Students enrolled in Title I reading programs are children pos-
sessing reading problems. It is noted the reading grade level
indicated in the pre-test is lower than the expected grade level
for average students. This fact remains, in most instances, in
the post-test at the end of the training period. However, the
mean reading level gains are encouraging. It would probably be
unreasonable to expect students with reading problems to make
reading level gains equal to, or greater than, students without
reading problems who are average, and possibly above average
scholastically.

A few observations are noted as follows:

1. Boys out—numbered the girls-in Title I reading programs

2. The reading grade level increases as the IQ range in-
creases in both the pre-test and post-test

3. In most instances, the grade level gain increases as
the IQ range increases

4. Generally the girls' reading grade level is higher than
the boys' reading grade level on the pre-test

5. Boys' reading grade level gain is greater than the girls'
reading grade level gain in grades 4 through 8 in most
IQ ranges

6. Boys' reading grade level gain in grades 7 and 8 repre-
sent the greatest improvement and exceeds the girls'
reading grade level gain at every IQ range

4 IQ ranges in 7 grade levels constitute a total of 28 IQ ranges.
53 to 84 per—-cent of the girls increased 1 or more grade levels in
23 of the IQ ranges. The grade level gain increase ranged from

1 year, 3 months, to 2 years, 2.4 months. &1 to 48 per—cent of
the girls in the remaining 5 IQ ranges gaining 1 or more grade
levels increased 1 year, 2.7 months, to 1 year 8.8 months grade
level gain.

50 to 83 per—cent of the boys increased 1 or more grade levels in
20 of the IQ ranges. The grade level gain increase ranged from

1 year, 3 months, to 2 years, 3 months in the 20 IQ ranges. 30-
49 per-cent of boys in the remaining 8 IQ ranges gaining 1 or
more grade level increased 1 year, .9 months, to 1 year, 5.3 months
grade level gain.
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Common Characteristics of Effective Projects

Local educational agency evaluation reports comnsistantly show
a wide variety of techniques being implemented in the attempt
to solve the multitude of problems confronting disadvantaged
children. Effective programs are characterized by the thor-
oughness in surveying the needs of the children and careful
planning in designing programs to meet these nceds. The more
successful projects made, the greater effort to imvolve the
parents and the community in assessing needs of the children
and program planning. Projects adapting to individualized
instruction are most effective in improving educational
achievement. Children are more responsive to increased atten-—
tion and individual assistance from the teacher. As the chil-
dren experience success they feel more secure and their attitude
toward school improves. As their attitude and confidence
increases, a .noticeable improvement in progress is evident. .

Small group instructions, by special teachers, present greater
probability of achievement than regular class instruction by
the regular teacher. The children needing special attention
have a much better opportunity to express themselves in small
groups, where more freedom prevails than in the more formalized
classroom. They are among students of similar intellectual
caliber and do not feel so tense and inferior. To achieve,
children must be permitted to study at their own grade level
and advance at their own speed. Individualized instruction,
small class size, books and reading material geared to different
levels of learning, special equipped classrooms, advantages

of cultural enrichment activities, etc., have all contributed
to the fulfillment of effective programs.

Projects of a comprehensive nature are more successful than
those confined to one activity. Local educational agencies
with sufficient funds to utilize the services of ancillary
personnel to diagnose and treat the ''whole! child are most
successful in bringing the school, the parent and the child

in a more receptive ‘temperament inducive to educational
achievement. The addition of social workers, consultants,
psychologists, nurses, guidance personnel all contribute services
and supplemental supervisory personnel all contribute services
beyond comprehension in the total development of a Title child.
A mediocre project often becomes highly successful with the
addition of the components mentioned.

Summarized, the common characteristics of Title I projects
most effective in improving educational .achievement were:

1. Effective programs developed according to needs of the
children using methods and techniques not commonly used
in the regular curriculum
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V. Title I Program Effects

2. TFull support and enthusiasm of the teachers and admin-
istrators conceérning the program activities

3. 1Involvement of parents and comnunity in program planning
to meet the nceds of the children

4. Individualized instruction, one to one or in small groups
5. Adequate equipment and sufficient teaching supplies
6. Ancillary personnel to diagnose, treat and advise

Eff~ctiveness of Projects Related to Cost

Hard data to prove that effectiveness of Title I projects is
related to cost is not available. Isolated examples verify
this to be true, such as; one LEA selected using a small
number of participants as a directive. This LEA took seven
eighth~graders, all two grade levels below average, spent
$7,53C on nine months of extensive training and the group
averaged 2.36 grade level gain -- four of the group achieved
over 3 grade level increase. More examples can be cited to
show similar results, but this by no means can be used as
state-wide evidence to related effectiveness vs cost. The
project consultants report that during their on-site visits,
the LEA's concentrating on a fewer number of children strictly
adhering to categorical aid, are the most enthusiastic con-
cerning the benefits of their program$. General observation
of the attitudes gathered at this time all point toward this
conclusion. The remedial room radiates a positive atmosphere
of learning. There can be no doubt that enthusiasm, interest,
and positive attitude are certainly necessary ingredients to
promote achievement.

Subjective evaluations presented in LEA reports appear to sub-
stantiate positive relationship between per-pupil-cost and
program effectiveness. Teachers, project coordinators, and
principals all express opinions pointing toward the conclusion
that the greater the concentration of effort, the greater the
effectiveness of instruction. *As a final contribution, it must
be realized that one of the factors determining effectiveness
is the quality of the administration and teachers involved and
this too often has direct relationship to quantity of available
funds.

A.

State Educational Agency

Title I section of the Elementary and Secondary Act of 1965,
89-10, provided for educational programs designed specifically
for children living in areas with high concentration of low-~
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Income familics. With the passage of the law, a new section
was created in the State Depavtment of Education to implement
the program, This section was placed in the Instructional
Services Division of the State Department organization. Four
experienced public school aduinistrators, a director, two
program consultants and one evaluation specialist, were em-
ployed to administer the program. At the close of fiscal year
1970, the size of the Title I Section remained the same, some
personnel have changed, but the number remains constant.
However, one additional program specialist will be employed
during the coming year, increasing the total professional
people to five with a secretarial force of four.

Effective liasion has been established between the Title I
Section and other divisions in the State Department of Edu-
cation. The nature of work involves close cooperation with
sections of Curriculum, Certification, Special Education,
Guidance, Finance, Accreditation, and all Federal programs.

In fact, there is a very small portion of the State Department
of Education that does not come into contact with the services
extended by the Title I Section. This contact, no doubt, has
made all sections more aware of the needs for education of
economically and scholastically deprived children.

After five years of programs, the state educational agency

is stressing more and more adherence to the intent of Public
Law 89-10, Title I, categorical aid for the underprivileged
child. Programs possessing any resemblance of general aid
have been eliminated, needs assessment of the children and
the parental advisory groups all contribute to a more bene-
ficial educational venture. Equipment has been purchased;
LEA's have adjusted; testing programs have been initiated;
faculty has been acclimated; the '"machinery' has been set up
and tried, all of which enables the LEA's to categorize the
children needing additional training involving special methods
and techniques of instruction. Thus, a section of the State
Department of Education is now extending services to LEA's in
areas not previously staffed.

Local Educational Agency

Program quality is related to the competency of the adminis-
tration of the programs. Local educational agencies have
been able to employ additional administrative personnel to
act in the capacity of Title I directors or coordinators at
the local level. The addition of specialized personnel, in
both remedial and special services curriculum have contributed
immeasurabley. School systems have had to take a look at
curriculum and teaching practices in the light of all the
children. Several unmet needs, such as remedial studies,
personal services, and parent involvement have come to a
full realization of importance. The recognizable conclusion
is that all children can be taught to some degree; that the
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slow learner was dropping out because of inadequacies due to
curriculum and teaching techniques; that it is the responsibilty
of the school to provide an education to meet the needs of all
children.

Local educational agencies administrators have realized that
teachers needed extra help in increasing their instructional
proficiency and to better understand the underprivileged chil-
dren and their problems through the need for training in new
teaching methods, techniques and the use of modern teaching
machines. Many activities and services started by Title I
have proven so successful that the local community is now
willing to support them for all the children and not just

the educationally deprived. The importance of evaluation

has been realized and has spread over the entire school
curriculum. New programs have been initiated and old offerings
have been strengthened to better meet the needs of all the
children.

Some of the effects of the Title I programs on administrative
structure and educational practi;es of the LEA's are listed below

as reported.

Complete evaluation of entire reading program by reading
specialist from a college faculty.

Reading program is undergoing a major change—--more emphasis
placed on the teaching of reading.

Teachers change attitude toward disadvantaged children,
realizing special methods of instruction achieves success.

Faculty comnittees who evaluate the curriculum and teacher
class load in school systems.

Advantages of having the curriculum to fit the child instead
of the child to fit the curriculum.

The establishment of a testing program for the whole school.

More emphasis placed on the attempt to reach the potential
drop-out.

Teachers in general curriculum demand new techniques and
equipment that is used in the Title I programs.

Increased number of teachers enrolling in college classes
to improve teaching ability and to become acquainted with

the methods and equipment.

Value of individualized instruction.

Remedial reading classes inserted into the secondary curriculum.

QL | :31.
LR -7

T E—




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

R R R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEETS—————

The importance of a continual educational program for the
underprivileged student. (Summer School)

Special education program placed in the general curriculum.
The value of teacher aides in the educational program.
Value of audio-visual equipment and materials.

Importance of having a kindergarten program in the school
organlization.

Greater interest in providing in-service training for the
instructional staff. Value of outside consultants in
training program.

Necessity of having a program coordinator for Title I 4
projects and evaluations other than the superintendent of
schools.

Non—-Public Schools

)

Title I programs have had an effect on the administrative
structure and educational practices in the non-public schools.
One of the most outstanding assets has been the increased and
improved cooperation between the public school administration
and private school administration. Administrators and teachers
from both schools have met together on planning committees to
decide the greatest needs of the children in their communities.
They have united together to furnish the students and the com-
munity with an improved educational program.

The following statements may well serve as an indication of
the effect of Title I programs on non—~public schools.

School administrators have begun to consider non-public school
children as part of the total number of children in a community
to be educated.

Has opened lines of communication between the non-public
schools and the state educational agency.

Non-public school children have attended summer school held
in public schools.

Has promoted in-service training activities shared equally with
public and non-public school teachers.

v

Private school teachers have been employed to teach in Title I
summer schools held in public school buildings.

Equipment purchased with Title I funds is shared with private
schools for their use in teaching the underprivileged child.

2,32




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Close cooperation between public and non—-public schools in
areas othier than Title I programs.

Recading specialists employed by the public school with Title I
funds have supervised and advised private school teachers in
remedial activities.

Private school children have attended remedial classes in
public schools when the private .chool is located within
walking distance.

Special services, i.e., counselor, psychologist, speech therapist,
special education, nurse, remedial reading teachers, aad libra-
rian, employaed by the public school system have been permitted

to perform their duties in the private school.

A testing program has been implemented in both schools by the
public school counselor.

Mobile units used by the public schools in remedial programs
have scheduled stops at private schools.

Private school children permitted to use and "check out' books
from public school library.



VI. Addicional Efforts to Helv the Disadvantaged

A

State Funds Supplementing Title I Funds

State support oi public education in Kansas equals approximately
an average of 306 percent of the local school budget. Conse-
gucntly, state funds supplement Title I funds in all programs
for low-income children to some degree. Local educational
agencies allocations have decreased to the extent that prac-
tically all of the federal funds are budgeted for teacher
salaries. The building, utilities, transportation, maintenance,
some teaching supplies, and equipment, as well as numerous
other items, are paid from the gemeral budget which is reim-
bursed by state funds.

State funds, supplied by the Special Education Section of
the State Department of Education were used to augument Title I
programs as presented in the following table.

Title I Programs Augumented With State Funds

Table No. 11

! Number
of Funds

Program Area | Students Title I State
Trainable Mentally

Retarded : 73 $ 34,168 $ 16,915
|
{ Educable Mentally
|  Retarded 217 122,213 25,951
Speech Therapy 1005 101,661 31,824
Social Worker 4540 201,773 2,548
Psychologist 1066 52,613 14,427

-

State funds were used to augument eight programs for 73
trainable mentally retarded children, and sixteen programs
for 217 educable mentally retarded children. One thousand
five students received the benefit of speech therapy programs
and 1,066 students were treated by psychologists. Social
workers visited the homes of 4,540 children. The funds from
the state were spent for various uses, such as salary of
teachers, supplies, equipment and transportation.

Programs for homebound children and the Deaf-Blind multiple
handicapped children are supported entirely by the state funds.
There were 1,040 students in the home ' program serviced
by 25 full-time and 445 part-time teachers at a total cost

34




of $125,000. Thirty-cight Deaf-Blind multiple handicapped
children were served by three full-time teachers and 38 para-
professional persounel at a total cost of $48,000.

Coordination of Title I Activities With
Other Federally Funded Programs

Local Educational Agencies report the following federally
funded programs:

Program LEA's
Title II ESEA ————=mmmm oo oo m oo 247
Title III ESEA ==mmmmmmmm e oo oo 94
Title IIT NDEA ==mm=mmmmmm oo e 163
Title VI ESEA —m—mm=mmmmm e oo 24 ]
Head Start ——=———=——=———————— e 47
Higher Education ———-—-———————————=—————— 2
Child Care ——=——=———————— 4
Neighborhood Youth Corps-——---——=——————————————————e 134
Job Corp ——-——————————— 12
P. L. 874 - Impacted Areas ——-—-—————————-——————————w- 114
Follow Through =—=——=——————————————————— e 2
Adult Basic Education —————————————————————————— 39
Model Cities Program ————————————— - - 2
U. S. Department of Agricultural Food Program —--—-—--- 74
Medical Aid tc indigent families -—— 20
Welfare Administration Programs -- - - 28

Title II ESEA - Title II has supplied an abundance of reading
material, reference resources, audio-visual material and equip-
ment all of which are so vital in remedial and developmental
instruction. Title I funds have been used to modernize the
library - media centers and place a well-qualified librarian

in charge.

Title II1 ESEA - Programs contributing directly and indirectly
toward the education of disadvantaged children are realized
through the expenditure of Title III projects. Several Title III
projects are cited as follows:

Hamilton =-- Flint Hills Elementary Science Program Development
Project for grades 6, 7, and 8 focusing on a sequence of summer
workshops, inservice seminars, and local district workshops for
teachers.

Kansas City —- The Wyandotte County program for retarded, proposed
to (1) develop a comprehensive and complete "continuum of
training" for moderately and severely mentally retarded and (2)
provide aid in meeting the special problems and needs of families
with such children. '
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Lawrence —- The Lawrence Remediation and Achievement Center
establishes, operutes, and provides spccial services to stu-
dents, school personnel and parents. The services include
diagnosis and remediation of problems which interfere with
the learning processes; the provision of innoviative tech-
niques and materials for teachers; demonstration facilities
for in-service training; development of improved programs

of instruction and counseling to serve as models for all
area schools.

Olathe —-- Educational Modulation Center provides: (1) materials
for remediation, (2) supplementary education services, (3)
educational team structure, {(4) utilization of demonstration

and diagnostic classroom for in-service and pre—~service training,
(5) summer camp program for remediation, evaluation, and develop-
ment of remedial programs.

Overland Park —-- A program to:(l) assist classroom teachers in
identifying children with learning disabilities of a perceptual
nature and to select and/or develop remedial programs of
instruction, (2) to prepare the classroom teacher for such
tasks as identification and remediation through extensive in-
service programs, (3) to provide a consulting teacher to assist
the classroom teacher in selection, development, adoption, and
implementation of remedial programs for students identified

as needing such programs, and (4) to provide for the teacher

a central depository for instructional materials and equip

the teacher in preparing and implementing remedial programs.

Pratt —-- Direct services to children in the form of psychological
evaluation, conferences with parents and teachers, follow-up
procedures, guided reading, examination for reading and hearing.

Salina —- A project to improve educational programs for children
with educational handicaps, assist the classroom teacher to
improve her skills in working with children, provide a program
of information to other adults interested in children with
learning problems.

Topeka -- A comprehensive facility to diagnose student reading
disabil.ities, prescribe and supervise suitable regimes of
remediation for these children; and to serve as an in-service
training program for teachers including a year long practicum
for prospective remedial reading teachers.

Wichita -- Special Education Services and Resource Center:

"(1) to provide evaluative and diagnostic services to facilitate

the proper educational placement and therapy of handicapped
youth, (2) to supply supportative services to enable handi-
capped children and youth to enter, remain in, or re-enter
appropriate educational or training programs, (3) to provide
supplemental programs for severely handicapped children and
youth and (4) to discover effective child study and child
adjustment procedures for handicapped children.
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Title III NDEA —- Funds have been used in Title I schools to
purchase equipment and instructional supplies.

U. S. Department of Agriculture Food Programs - These funds
and commodities have been used with Title I funds to feed dis-

advantaged children.

The state educational agency encourages local educational
agencies to participate in other federally funded programs.
The extent and final decisions regarding participation are
determined on the local level. The examples mentioned only
exemplify the coordination between Title I projects and
other federally funded projects and serves to elucidate the
nature of this coordination rather than serve as descriptive
of the extent of cooperation.
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VII.

Compensatory Education for Non-Public School Children

The state educational agency requires the LEA to submit a prepared
form signed by both the public school represencative and the non-
public school representative as part of the project application.
The form documents that the public school and non-public school

personnel have cooperatively planned and developed the Title 1
program.

Procedures used by the public school officials to obtain partic-
ipation of non-~public school personnel in developing and imple-
menting Title I programs. The number represents individual LEA's
using each procedure or combination.

Personal contact (conferences or one to one)—==~=—==—————— ~76
Written contact (memos, letters, etc.,)——==—=—-- 44
Telephone contact (follow-up information) - 74

Revised course scheduling to facilitate
non-public participation by either the:
public or non=public school=————————s—m—mm—m—— o -——=24

Public/non-public liaison person hired
or assigned by the public school-———=—————m=—=w= ————mm——— 12

Close cooperation exists, no need to
stimulate involvement———=-——————=————- - -9

The following examples are representative of the many statements
appearing in LEA evaluations documenting this joint effort expended
by public and non-public school personnel.

"Conferences with private school officials were held, surveys
were administered, and joint staff meetings sponsored to discuss
the most urgent needs of children within our districet.”

"Our counselor tested the non-public school children the same as
those in the public school."

"We have always attempted to reach the deprived children irxegardless

of the school assignment.'
"private schools in our community are enthusiastic concerning the

opportunities afforded by Title I and are eager to cooperate in
planning the programs."
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Non-Public School Student Participation

Table No. 12

i Number oif Location of Program !
o SFu§ent§ Public{fPrivate f
Activities Participating School ! School Both;
Reading 1615 56 18 3|
Health-Nurse 1014 3 11 2 %
Counseling 554 g 2 7 2 i
' ' i
Library . i 539 { 7 2 ! 2 i
Mathematics 343 23 2 ! 2 i )
Speach Therapy 257 . 6 5 0 |
Music 143 | 3 2 0
Physical Education 138 2 1 0
Psychologist 86 3 2 0 {
Kindergarten 81 5 0 [ 0
Night School r 20 1 0 0
Language Arts 17 3 0 0
Cultural Enrichment 14 2 0 0
Summer School 1143 57 0 1 0

Seventy six LEA's reported having non-public school children in
their programs. The number represents 26 percent of the LEA's
sponsoring -Title I programs. Twenty-four percent of the regular
school term and 28 percent of the summer school Title I programs
revealed non-public school children participating in activities.
Seventy~-five percent of the 76 LEA's reporting non-public school
children participation in their Title I programs conducted summer
school sessions. Seventy percent of the activities involving non-
public school children are implemented in the public schools.
Scheduling and transportation are. the two most outstanding problems
confronting the two types of schools. During the summer, there are
no conflictsbetween the schools, which tends to make summer school
the most popular time of the year. One to one services are most
easily implemented in the non—public school of all Title I activities.
However, the number of Title I reading classes conducted in non-
public schools is increasing each year. The public school admin-
istrators are realizing it is the underprivileged child, regardless
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VIII.

of school assignment, that must be served by Title I programs.
Consequently, marked improvement in cooperation and increased
number of available activities are resulting in increased number
of non-public school participants in the Title I activities.

One LIIA describes their treatment of non-public school children
as follows:

"Elementary private school students, whose reading achievement level
is retarded to a greater extent than is acceptable by private school
teachers, are referred for summer reading in a public school. In

the eight week summer program they are diagnosed and an individualized
prescriptive program is worked out for each private, as well as,
public school student. Pre and post program acheivement test scores
are obtained and recorded on each student. The student then receives
one hour of individualized help, with a wide selection of teaching
devices utilized, for the forty day duration of the summer program.
Teachers are specialized in the area of remeaial reading and about
six students are worked with at one time, rotating among the various
teaching-aid stations."

Refer to number V, Section C, for additional information involving
non-public school participation.

Teacher-Teacher Aide Training Program

The state educational agency requested LEA's to insure the coordi-
nation of in-service training for educational aides and professional
staff that would be working together in Title I programs. It was
suggested teacher aide programs provide for an intensive orientation
period prior to job participation; there should be periodic
individual conferences, small group siminars and other in-service
experiences throughout the year. Every reasonable effort should

be expended to provide a training program relevant to the needs

of the children and teachers of such quality as to assure signif-
icant assistance. Suggested appropriate skills and concepts to

be developed in teacher teacher—aide training program included:

1. An understanding of the school systems philosophy of education.

2. Orientation to the policies and procedures established by
-the LEA.

3. An understanding of the ethical conduct required of the
teaching profession.

4. The nature of child growth and development.

5. Some understanding of the dynamics of group and individual
relationship.

6. The preparation and presentation of multi~sensory aides to
learning.
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7. The proper recording and interpretation of pupil activities.

8. The monitoring, scoring, and recording of objective stan-
dardized tests. |

9. Assisting in mnon-professional activities of playgrounds,
lunchrooms, corridors, study halls, and other educational
recreational facilities.

10. The collection, accounting and disposition of pupil fees.
11. The maintenance and custody of pupil accounting records.
12. Thorough knowledge of operation of equipment.

Teacher—-teacher aide training was implemented by a variety of methods
and procedures, some of which are listed below:

Elementary principals, directors of elementary education, curriculum

specialists, federal project coordinators, counselors, psychologists,

classroom teachers, and experienced aides conducted training sessions
within the school system.

Attendance and participation in workshops conducted at :the three
state teachers colleges, universities, educational resource centers,
book publishing companies and regional clinics.

Attendance at in-service training sessions conducted by commercial
firms and salesmen.

Enrolling in extension courses offered by various institutions
of higher learning.

L

Attendance at in-service training meetings held during the school
year for the teaching staff.

By attending professional conferences and meetings.

Visiting other LEA's and monitoring their programs.

El{llC 334']
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Teacher-Teacher Aide Development In-Scrvice Training

Table No. 13

f

!
1
Nature of Training Number of LEA's !
; ) |
Use of equipment—————m—————m—m e 278 |

, Improvement of teaching techaiques-------- 196 |
. Improvement of use of materials—-—-————————- 273 {
| <. .
. Improvement of teaching methods——-————————- 196 :
| Other—---——————-——-—— oo m oo oo 39 ,
| |

Conducted by

|

Local staff--——-—-—————- 226 ]
| University-college personnel-—--—=—==—-—=-- 139 |
i Consultants-salesmen of commercial firms-- 104 |
| Other nrofessional personnel-—--——-——-—-—- 193 :
‘ [
|
Location of Training !
i Local area——————————————— 278
| College campus———=——————————— 114
, Other------——-—-n—em - 42
@articipation
|
| Number of Title I staff---————--————————- 2042
. Number of other staff----—--—-————————cceee—- 1847
| Number of teacher aides—---—----———————————- 518
EEstimated cost of in-service training for |
, teacher - teacher aide program—-——--——————-—-— 3 81,500
|
No in-service training provided-———-—————~———— ‘14

(-

Two hundred seventy-eight LEA's representing 95 percent of the total
number operating Title I programs offered in-service training for
the improvement of staff members, inciuding teacher aides.

Specific examples of joint training programs:

"The Title I teachers and teacher aides participated in a three-
day in-service training program which included time for organizing,
planning, and orientation to the Title I program. A half day work-
shop on disadvantaged children was conducted by Dr. William Powers,
an assistant professor in the Education Department of Ft. Hays

| Kansas State College. Two days were provided at the end of the

. Title I program to assist in the evaluation of the various activ-
ities in the project." '
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"All 45 elementary instructional aides will be required to attend

a onc-weck in-service training program. Half of the time will be
a joint training session iavolving aides, teachers, and principals.
Each aide will receive training in the use of machines and audio
visual aides currently used in the instructional program. Profes-—
sional staff with the help of some experienced aides will conduct
the workshop."

"A total of seventeen instructional aides were employed and utilized
in the primary classes in four elewmentary schools. An in-service
training program conducted as follows: Training held on five
alternate Saturday mornings; sessions varying from two to five hours
each. Two follow-up sessions held - one in February and one in
April. Teachers and teacher aides trained together during five

of the seven sessions. Topics discussed:

1. Specific needs of various types of aides (media, classroom,
library, etc.)

2. How to use aides (chiefly for teachers)

3. Interpersonal relations laboratory

4. How people work together harmoniously and effectively

5. Basic understanding of how children learn

6. Teacher—aide-pupil-family relationships

7. Self assessment as an aide or teacher

8. Evaluation (review and recommendation session)."
"Six days of in-service training for teachers and aides divided
into two parts. TFirst three days of in-service training held
for educational aides where they viewed and discussed films,
filmstrips and written materials concerning Title I and what the
program is attempting to accomplish. The last three days, the
teachers and aides attend 'Professional Days'', which include various
general meetings, as well as, grade and departmental meetings. In

addition to the six days, the aides spend four hours in-service

training in the individual building to which they have been assigned."

Community and Parent Involvement

Local educational agencies report the following types of parent
and community involvement in planning, coordinating and implementing -
Title I programs.
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Percent

Tvpe of Involvoment of LEA's
|
Parent—teacher conferenceg——————mmmm—— e e 747 |

Group meetings of parents to cxplain how Title I
activities meet student needs——————————— e 427

Parents helping students practice reading
at home——-———————=———rmm—————————————————.——— - — - - — - 15%

Parents visiting Title I classrooms—————=———m—=—————m——————u_o 32%

Parents involved in the planning of
S

Title I programs—-————————+——=——————o ———— e 737
Parents serving as paid aildes----——-—-—————————————mmeu—— 39%

r
Parents serving as voluntary aides—————————-———c—m—em—mee . 147

Active parent teachers associations aiding

Title I programs————=——=———————— === 27%
Title I programs at civic clubs——--- -- 11%
Radio programs————————————— e e 05%
Newspaper articles—————-——- ———————= —mmm— e 977%
Open house——-—————————e——;———— -———- 227

Representation on the advisory committees illustrates parent and

community involvement in planning Title I programs. Local Educa-
tional agencies reported the following groups represented on their y
advisory committees.

Percentage

of LEA's

Groups Represented 4 Reporting
Parents of disadvantaged children—-—----—————————- - 100%
Other parents——————m—— e e e e e e 95%
Community action————————=——— == 35%
Head start———————————— = e 15%
‘Teaching staff-—————=—=———————— e 100%
Administration——————————; ——————————————————————————————————— 247
Private school-———=———————————————— e —— -— 267%%

*There are only 26 percent of the LEA's having non-public schools
within the boundaries of their district.
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Percentage

of LEA's

Groups Represented Reporting
Model Cities----- e e e e e e e e e 017%
Neighborhood Youth Corp-——=————m—=———m——m— e e 127
Others—————————m e e e e e e 32%

Included below are some axamples of parent and community involvement
in Title I projects.

"Many parents were involved through personal contact by the home
visitors. Also the school psychologist held many conferences with
parents. Regular classroom teachers and special teachers held
regular planned conferences with parents. A number of our Title I
staff members made speeches before various service clubs and other
organizations. Some of the clothing collected by both individuals
and organizations was distributed by home visitors and school nurses.
The Geary County Agricultural Extension Office provided class work

in basic sewing and foods; this was geared particularly for low
income mothers. The home visitors assisted in this effort by encour-
ageing certain clients to attend these classes. In cooperation with
both the local and state agricultural extension offices, arrangements
were made for the older children enrolled in the summer program
called "Project Satisfy'" to participate for one week in the Rip
Rocket Day Camp. This particular week of the Rip Rocket Day Camp

was set up on the playground of Washington School where Project
Satisfy was being conducted. The Project Satisfy teachers assisted
with the day camp activities. The purpose of the Rip Rocket Program
was to instruct and provide actual experiences in improved nutrition
for low income children. Another example of community involvement was
the organization and placement of volunteer teacher aides in all of
the special education classrooms. This is mentioned here because it
involved the school psychologist who is responsible for helping with
the mentally handicapped."

"Parent—teacher conferences were held twice a year. At this time
materials used and samples of the children's work was explained.
Parents were encouraged to listen to their children read and show
interest in books. Brochures were given to the parents concerning
helping their child at home and reading to their children. Parents
were encouraged to visit the reading classes. Talks and demonstra-
tions were given by Title I staff members and Title I reading stur
dents at P.T.A. meetings at various times during the school year.
Parents were interested and visited with the Title I staff members
concerning the need for reading instruction for their child. On
open house night, parents visited the reading rooms to review the
equipment and materials that were available for their child to use."

"The program of the reading room was presented at one Lion's Club
Meeting (local Lions bought the Winter Haven Program for nrimary
use) and P.T.A. A project night was held at the Junior High and
youngsters demonstrated the use of various pieces of equipment and
explained record keeping of progress, charts, etc., to visitors.

45
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A number of community peonle were helpful in the many field trips
mentioned before. Volunteer mothers have been invelved in the
rcading program."

"Members of the advisory committee aided with transportation when
the four-year-olds visited the library. They also helped with thie
individualized reading program. Parents met with the planning
committee to be informed about the program and nelp make future

"plans. They also discussed the individual needs of their children

when the need arose. BDook clubs provided preschool books for the
Story Hour. PTA furnished treats for the same group. Service
Clubs made some donations to this project. Parents and community
were kept informed by the local radio station, the daily newspaper,

bulletins sent at various times, various club and civic organizations
were presented programs by Title I personnel and school administrators."

"The parents received feedback on their child's progress by a direct
report at the parent—teacher conierences, by means of the progress
report, students were asked to read for ten minutes each evening
to their parents, folders of daily work and tests were kept, and
the results were tabulated and put on graphs to be taken howme for
the parents to see.'

"The role of the parents in the reading program is one which is
outstanding. When a student is recommended for a reading class,
the teacher contacts the parents and explains that their child
has been referred to the resading center and answers any questions
raised by them. Parents are informed periodically of their chii-
dren's activities in the reading center and come to the center in
October and April for first and second semester parent—teacher
conferences. Parent-teachar conferences were extremely valuable

in that special contact and rapport with the parents were established.

Consequently, a parent=student-teacher relationship was formed in
which lines of communication were opened and maintained. At the
conferences, the teacher informed the parents about the results

of the standardized testing battery, avenues of remediation tech-
niques were discussed, questions answered, and a knowledge of the
reading center was established as the teacher showed parents the
various kinds of materials used by the students. Parents voiced
approval and gratitude for the reading program and appreciated
knowing how their children used the center. Parents even enjoyed
samplings of experimentation with some of the reading machines and
said that they, too, would like to be in the reading ceuters.

It is also significant that of the 38 students enrolled in reading
this past year, contact was affirmed with all parents of the stu-
dents. Parents of 36 out of the 38 came for conferences; the
others received letters and/or telephone calls from the teacher

to keep them informed about their children's progress."




Part II

STATE ANNUAL EVALUATION SUPPLEMENT

I. Student Needs

A. IJdentification of Student Needs

Local educational agencies employed several procedures and/or
combination of procedures to identify specific needs of chil-
dren within their school districts.

Table No. 14

Percent
of LEA's
Procedures Reporting

Test SCOreS——=—————— === e 57%
Teacher evaluétions——— e il 718%
Principals—-—-—-—==——- —e 247
Parents———————————— 9%
Advisory Committee—————————=———————————e e 117%
Parent-teacher conferences—=——————————————— e 13%
Proper age per grade—- - - 3%
Psychologists —_—— ——————————— - - - 7%
Counselors~=———w=—=——— e e - 5%




B. Most Pressing Neods of Children

The most pressing needs of children as listed by local edu-

cational agencies.

Table No. 15

Percent i

of LEA's |

Needs - Reporting?
Low level reading achievement------- —————m—————— 83%
Low level mathematics achievement---——-—-———————~—————- 46%
Individualized instruction—- e 36%

Improved health services——-—-—————————————————m—eeere 247 i

Imbroved seli-image - seli-confidence-———=====—=-——- 227 |
Improved attitude toward school-———m————mmermmme— e 18%
Personal services (counselors, psychologists,etc.)—— 16%
Special education-—-——————————-—- - —————————— 15%
Improved media center~—————————w—————e—— —— 14%
Elementary physical education-————————————————eeewe- 12%
Pre-school kindergarten—-———————————————————————e——— 11%
Cultural enrichment—-———-——=—=—=—=——-- - 10%
Nocationai goals—————————————— 8%
Improved nutritional balance———————m————=—m——mm e 6%

y
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C. Projects Sclected for Specific Needs

Programs dcveloped by local educational agencies to meet the
specific needs of children within their districts.

Table No. 16

Percent |
. of LiA's |
Activities Reporting
Reading—————==——=————m——m—mm -———  83% . |
Mathematics ———— e -————  69%
Health-nurse-—------- f______________——__"_——————————% 217% -
|Library————-——-———— e -——=  20%
iPhysical education(Elementary)-- : - 147
Kindergarten---- - - -—- -—= 13
Counseling---—-——-——- - ——————— —— 127
Speech therapy-----------——-——~=---———- - 8%
Handicapped=~==———===—————— e e e 7%
Psychologist————=——————————oo———n ————— 5% |
Music—----———-———--—-"—r e o e 5% ‘
Art———————rrr o 3%
Food————-------————— 5%
Social worker e e e e e 3%
Industrial arts—-—————————————————— 2%
Home economics—--— - - -—- 17

I
]

The above three tables tend to indicate the LEA's are attempting
to implement activities to meet the needs of the underprivileged
children within their school district. The students identified;
specific needs of these children itemized; activities implemented
have been those designed to meet the greatest weakmnesses as
designated.
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D. Punil-Teacher Ratio

Pupil-teacher ratio employed by LEA's when implementing
activities to meet the needs of underprivileged children.

Table No. 17
Pupil- 2
!teacher ;
ratio 1-11
Percent !

|

over

|
|
| 10-1

|
2-11
|
|
5 |
Local educational agencies used a pupil-teacher ratio of 5-1 in

18 percent of the activities; 93 percent of the activities were
implemented by a teacher-pupil ratio of 10-1 or less.

3-11" 4-1, 5-1 | 8-1

!

| 9-1] 10-1
5 ! 101 18| 18 11! 13!

7-1 9

|
of activ-
ities 5

!
|

3 7 7

II. Continuing Education of High School Graduates

Graduates from Title I high schools continuing education beyond
the 12th grade during a period of four years.

Table No. 18

iGraduates from Title I high schools

1967 1968 1969 1970
Total number
of graduates 24,054 22,904 23,541 23,403
Number of
schools 391 335 326 326
Mean size of
of class 61.5 68.3 72.2 71.8
Number of graduates
continuing education 13,989 13,990 15,066 14,655
Percentage continuing :
education 58.15 61.08 63.99 62.62

The number of graduates continuing education beyond high school
steadily increased during the years 1968, 1969, and decreased
slightly in 1970. The percentage of the total graduating class
continuing education in 1967 was 58.15; 1968 - 61.08; 1969 - 63.99
and 1970 - 62.62. The 1970 percentage represents the first
decrease (1.37%) from the previous year of students continuing
education; however, the 1970 percentage depicts an increase of
4,47 percent over 1967, and 1.54 percent over 1968 graduating
classes.,
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APPENDTIX




SCHOOL, NAME

YES

TITLE I VISITATION

NUMEBER DATE

SUPERINTENDENT

lo'

lll

12.

PROJECT DIRECTOR

Are names of students of low-income families and how they
were jdentified on {ile, and do these names correspond with
the number reported on the application?

i{s a list of names of all students who are educationaily
deprived and how they were identified on file, and do
these names correspond witn the number on the application?

Is an advisory committee actively involved in planning
the Title I Program.

Are parents of participating students (identified students)
involved?

Are Title I Programs operéted only in target area and
include only identified students?

Has LEA kept up its expenditure effort in target and non-
target areas?

Are programs which meet the (number one) need of educationally
deprived students given first priority?

Do LEA's have proper administrative, financial controls, and
records of Title I projects?

Is Title I Administration under the direct Supervision of
regular School Administrative Staff?

Are persons employed in project paid wages that are com—
parable to non-project personnel?

If employed less than full time, are proper documentations
kept to determime that the pay is in accordance with time
worked?

Have funds ffom all availlable sources other than Title 1
been used when possible?

N
NN



130

14.

15.

16.
17.

18.

If transportation is a part of project, see that such
cost is not excessive.

Are Title I teachers properly certified in the subject and
grade level they are teaching both in school time and

summer programs?

Is Title I equipmwént and supplies being used only in
Title I programs?

Is all Title I equipment marked as required?
See that arrangements are made for proper evaluation.

Is Comparability Form Ratio equal in Title I schools?

SIGNATURE OF LA REPRESENTATIVE

SIGNATURE OF SEA REPRESENTATIVE

COMMENTS

A
a



. Greensburg Wednesday March 11 9:00 A.M. Primary Building, Reading

TO: Superintendents

FROM: ilenry Parker, Title I Director DATE: Febzuary 16, 1970
Staue Deduzu‘ent of Educction |
Topeka, Kansas

SUBJECT: Regional Mecting to Discuss the 1970-71
Title I Application, Evaluation, Etc.
The time has arrived vhen we aust be planning for fiscal year 1971 prosrams, even

though the financing of these programs is unknowa.

“e urge that the person responsible for planning and aupervlsing the ntogram
attend one of these meetings.

Ve are still beilng audited as 1s your program by the federal auditor; and,
from this audit, we find that it will be necessary for some LEA's to mak
changee in their operation. :

Below is a schedule giving the location, time, and date of the meetings.

TOWN DAY MONTH  DATE TIME LOCATION
Chanute Monday ¥arch 9 9:00 A.M. Chanute Junior College

10th and Allen
Uee morth parking lot

Wichita - Tuesday March 10 9:00 A.M. Wichita City Library 1
. Conference Room, 3rd floor A
200 block on South iain

Room; 600 South Main

Garden City Thursday March 12 9:00 A.M. Coop Center
106 N. 6th Strcet

Lawrence Monday March 16 9:00 A.M. South Junior High
' 28th and Louisiana

Ab{lene Tuesdey March 17 9:00 A.M. High School Cafeteria
1300 North Cedar

Colby Wednesday Macch 25 9:00 A.M. Intermediate Building Aud.
710 West 3rd Street

Hays Thursdey March 26 9:00 A.M. Washington Elem2ntary Gym.
' 305 South Main




REGIONAL TITLE I MEETINGS MARCH 1970

296 Eligible Title I schools

S Regional Meetings: Chanute, Wichita, Greensburg, Garden City,
Lavwrence, Abilene, Colby, and Hays

%10 school men attended the meetings
34 Eligible schools did not attend the meetings
262 Eligible schools were represented at the meetings

89% of the eligible LEA's were represented (This compared to 787 in 1969)

51.25 average meceting attendance
32.75 average number of LEA's per meeting

Smallest attendance-—-Greensburg--22

Largest attendance--Lawrence-—-92

Smallest number of LEA's present--Greensburg—-16
Largest number of LEA's present--Lawrence—-60

The allocation for the 34 schools not attending represents $313,331 of
the states allocation of $8,845,091 or 3.5%

96.5% of the states allocatilion was represented at the meetings
38% of the LEA's not attending have én allgcation of less than $5,000
294 of the LEA's not attending have an allocation of more than $10,000
35% of the LEA's not attending have regular school year programs
20% of the LEA's not attending have both summer and regular school programs '

454 of the LEA's not attending have only summer school programs

Date Location Schools Representatives
March 9 Chanute 35 61
¥arch 10 Wichita 45 ' 68
March 11 Greensburg 16 : 22

-March 12 Garden City 18 26
March 16 Lawrence 60 92
March 17 Abilene 40 ' 53
March 25 Colby 17 - 30
March 26 "~ Hays 36 58

a7y




PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC

Pubiic - Privaic Schools

tanoTT

FARGET AREA
The Tirst sten the pus chiool auninistrator tokes in formmulaling o
Title I project dis to dafine target arco by using the percentage of childron
Trow low-income fomilies 1i vecii of hiis attendance centers (In finding <his
percentage, he cotints all cailcdren (5-17 years of ave) from low-incoine fuJi7ic:
Tiving in these centers--those onrolied in the public schools, those enroiled in

arivate schools, and those not enrolled in any schoo

EDUCATIOHALLY DEPRIVED

he needs
ionally de

dren--punlic, private,

The next step is to dete 1
j ived and wio Tive within the

ana those not enrolled--wh
target area.

(“ (@]
Y
.—J (—}- N
-
> D
o
=
-

Vt

RESPONSIBILIT

The resporsibility for Tdentifying areas of concentration and cesigaing
projects vests wholly with the puo1xc educational agency. It would be Lene.mc1a],
howaver, for the applicant o consult with private school officials so as to
better determine the special educaticnal needs of educationally deprived children
enro]?cd ;n private schools. (Title I Director recommends that this procedure bo
followed.

PROJECT

A1l special services or arrangements provwovd under Title I must, however,
be spocifica]]y designed to meet 11 Sp;C]d] educational needs of educationally
deprived children, The extent of the opportunity for parL1c1paL1 noby private
school children in Title I pro grans should be based on the number of cducationaily
deprived children enrclled in such schools who are in need of the services so pro-
viced. Tnere must be genuine opportunity for these students to participate in the
program, -

-
1
L)

The procedure as outlired above has been followed:

Public School Representative

(STgnatura) ' (Dz%e)

Private School Representative _ L
: (Signature) ' (Date)
Public Law £39-10, Section 205 (a) (2)
To the extent consistent with the number of educationally deprived children
in the schooi district of the local Lgtca+iona1 agency who are cnrolled in piivate
elementary end sccondary sciiools, the local educational agency must make provision

Tor including special educational services end arrangements in which Cuch childien
can-participate.

(Instructions on back)




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

PUBLIC - PRIVATE SCHOOL FORM 1-15

A Title I program must be designed and conducted to meet the needs of
deprived children from both the public schools and the private schools
in the district. A representative of the public schools and a repre-
sentative of the private schools must sign this form to indicate a .
mutual agreement of the program to be oifered.

If no private schools exist in the project area, the form is to be
marked ''mot applicable'" and returned with the project application.

.

i
o




T0: Superintendent of Schools and
Title I Coordinator
FROM: lienry A. Parker SUBJECT: Private Schools

The responsibility for 1dentifying areas of concentration and design-
ing projeccts rests wholly with the public educational agency. It is
advisable to consult with the private school officials to better
determine the needs of thieir educationally deprived children.

Determine the number of low-income children attending private schools.

3

Determine the number of educationally deprived children living in
target area attending private schools.,

ot

Identify needs of educationally deprived children from (3) above.
(Should work with educators of private schools.)

To the extent consistent with the number of educationally deprived
children in the school district of the Local Educational Agency who
are cnrolled in private schools, such agency must malie provision for
special educational services and arrangements in which such children
can participate.

This title does not authorize direct grants or benefits to private
schools. The services aand arrangements provided for educationally
deprived crildren enrolled in private schools should be designed to
benefit the children rather than the school they attend,

Only special scrvices and arrangements of a theraputic. health,

remedial, welfare, guidance, counseling or a similiar nature may
be provided on private schocl premises and then only when such ser-
vices or arrangements are not normally provided by the private school.

F et

for children attending private schools to participate .
of geograephical area must be substantially comparable
vided to children enrolled in public schools.

ts the paying of salaries of teachers or other em=-
vete schools oY the comstruction of private school

ERIC
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(a3

Mobile cducational equipment. necessary the successful operation
of project activities wmay be porarily p ed in private sciiools,
but title to equipment must be in a public agency. Such equipment

must not be allowed to remain on private school premises any longer
than necessary. and in no event after the end of the period for which
the project was approved.

rr
H (.’:
P——'"‘

The Local RLducational Aecency must provide satisfactory assurance that
the control of funds provided under this title, and title to property
derived therefrom, shall be in a oublic zagency for the purposes
provided in this title, and that a public agency will administer

such funds and property.

Proicct funds or property cannot be used for the benefit of any private
acency or school.

Projects which benefit children who do not attend public schools
should be evaluated to the same extent as any other project.

Before a State Fducational Acency nqy approve a grant, it must deter-
mine that the applicant has provided sufficient opportunities for the
participation of educationally deprived children enrolled im private
schools who reside in project areas,

61




e ety = v .
ESCA TITLZ -5 (3-0%)
L s k¥ Foul Shrnd v/ [REER RV AR R SR ALY y B S TalY r{‘)
STATEMENT BY COrnunIT ;b. Ui e m i C\ OTHIN JGENCY PROVIDI
sy A o I - o mrnmn e
it [VIVIOAN ll\:lltbl\ Vea i :'\ flALu i li\ RORVIAS
e e i RPN ey SO0 o .
under DSEA, Publtic Low 85-106, as amended
e 1 L

- - g e e .t PR, SRV R F _z
nwiot Sea "Insteuctions"” on rovorse sido Lotore compiecting this 1

1 hol\ 1"" )"

A ARk AT ol VARER I T v A ¥
) “_enr 'G‘..- lu\lJU 1’.\1

;
i

CATIL
& uu711ng Address o

1. Heme ¢ i I a..i.g address of
tducational Agency ; Agency Providing Coordinated
g Seyvices
|
|
i
3. Date this Statanent
Should be Roturnea to LEA

SECTION TI-~ £ FAARD BY ARY AGENCY PROVIDIRG
L FiTLe Piiaﬁﬁm. PLEASE PROVIDE
TR TNFGRMATION ey URUER 135S A Ao B SHOWN BELOW. THIS
STATEMENT MUST [GRED, DATED, AND RETURNED TO THt LEA NGT
LATER THAN THE DUE DATE IKDICATED UNDER SECTICN 1-3.
t )
A [ ARRANGENMENTS FOR CONSULTATION AND PLAMNING YES ND
i A
1 1 Mas consulted on the anaiysis of nersas of children in low
income Avreas
2 i uas consulted on resources available o meet those needs :
3§ Participated 1n p7an:1rn vor use of availaple resources to
meet the needs of ecucationaily deprived chiidren in low-
INCone arass
41 Is planning to provide or to +Tund specific services to be
coordinated with the LEA's Title I Program (If “Yes",
identify & briefly describe tne types of services to be
.GV?dCu) i

B | DESCRIPTIONS, COMMENTS, ARD RECCMMENDATIONS. (Be’sure to incl
explanation of any “\o“ responses in Item A-1, 2, or 3 above).

ude concise

y
nam2 & Title 07 Authorized ¢ Signalure of { Date of
Agcncy Representative ; Representative { Signature
Q ; }
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INGTRUCTICHS FON CONPLETING STATERINT SV COMUAUNITY ACTION AGENCY CR OTHER
AGENRCY PRCVIDING SERVICES IN COTADINATION WITH A TITLE | PROCRAM

The laca) vducotional aguncy (LEA) designoted in lrom 1 is applying fer funds for o praject under Titlo | of
tho Ciementary cnd Socondery Education Act of 1965, an emendud. Tho Stuto sducational wgency hos final
Guthorily to Gpprove tho praject ofter making certein datermingtions required by the Act. Ona of theso duters
minotions is that, in the deveiapment of ths project, the cpplicunt has token inte considuration tho benofits
aviiiebie for oducationally doprived chiidren through athar ayencias, including community action agencios,
and hos provided for the coardination of the Titio | projects with tho programs of those ogencies. [n making
this dotormination, the Stote educational aguncy will cansidar the informatian provided on this form.

STCTION L o IDENTIFICATION €F LEA 20 SCONDRIATING AGIENCY

1« NAME AND MATLING ADDRESS OF LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY — 1f tho nomo of the LEA
it not fillad in whon you roceiva the form, pivaso enter tha informotion os it oppears on tho applicotion form
ar contact the outhorized ropresenictiva of tho LEA for tho exact information,

ITEM 2 = NAME AND MAILING ADDRESS OF AGENCY PROVIDING COORBIMATED SERVICES - Be sure

that the cgency is identifiod by its official nams ond that oll othor items of information aro carrect,

ITEM 3 - DATE THIS STATEMENT SHOULD BE RETURNED TO LEA —~ It is oxpectod that the agency
comploting this farm will bo able ta do so by the dato indicated by the LEA. [f ths form connat be com-
pletad by thot date, the agency should contact she LEA and requast thot the time be extonded to onother
date.

STCTION HA ~ ARRANGCHENTS FOR CONSULTATIOR AND PLARNING

Chack ""Yo3' ar'" No'' for cach of the four quastions a3 approprioto.

SECTICHN 1D ~ DESCRIPTION, COLNENTS, AND RICCMIMENDATIONS

Explain ony "'na’’ respanses an itams Al, A2, ond A3 ond, if the rospanse to Ad is *yos,"’ doscribe sorva
ices tho agency will srovide, and tho proposed procedures for coordinotion with Title | activities, The
cgency’s recommangation on those aspocts of the project in which it is porticularly interosted should
olso he included,

ESEA TITLE 1.3 (Back) . 63 Pogoe 2
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Guldoinmes lor tine CL‘
! 5 1A INansns waone

vy Abby. Gea

|
A-L. u l POVAVIT
Al ~ .
A boord of cducation miny
- N
Aive non-ocriistonted porsonnel

nyv uL"\,.uﬂ" exeent

£0 GO viv

teaeh, s.id
Qo b X L 1
oLl ‘uhOAAu uur e

zeschers aides states
that boards of education ma

ermpnloy non- cc*‘zi"ic ated

e nel o “‘supervice puplls
‘or mnoninstructional
ek NEL

C

: in our
op' ion supervise the
Lis om, the study hall, the
md and oiher similar
ﬁcii.. os, and may al=o act a8
helper or nide in tl 10 classroom
a3 nos clrocady mo.ne the
custormn in some schools,” the
stiomey geneval said.

s views were outlined in a
letter to David Xoster,

attorsecy for the stote

Depavinent of Baucation.
i“ri:'zcil said  the  teom
superv ise” cuwries with it the

suthority to direct, controi or

manag

“Thercforc, i i3 our
opinion that non-certificaied
peszonnel —wacn enges ed in
avthorized actmhe:-—wox.'id
Lave tuwl authority to carry
out their duties, including
maintaining discipline and
order when necessary,’

Lu,/,C‘k said.

““When such personncl
merely acting as hClQL 's in the
¢izssroom, however, then we
believe uhat "ut‘xo“x‘y would

devolve only upon the”

ieacher.” .
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c;:*"n‘l ol of Ldueation

Strect Topeka, Kansas (0012

JUNE, 1970 .

Doard of Zducation nas adopted the following acLion for

, .

filing with the Revision of  Statutest:

“Change to Sentcumber 1, 197L, the effective date foxr &ll rules and
regulations published in the 1970 CERTIFICATE EANDICOX with an
cffcetive date of Scptewmber 1, 1970, aad also change woxds,
‘lifective uatil Septezber 1, 1970 to read, 'Zffective unti
Soptember 1, 1971' in all rules and regulations ﬁublished ia th
. 1970 CERTIFICATE EANDBOOK wiere this statement appears.
IZ passed as adopied, Teading teachers will have un»ll Sa,tember i,
<1971, to meet new ceviificatioa we quiceMeu;s, ‘ . .

LI, TITLE T OyDMeNTs o ‘ o oL

The following scctions are included In P.L. $1-230 of the 91st .
Congress, H.R. 514, dated April 13, 1970. This information 1s -
izportant to all LEA's zad should be zead cavefully. ‘

ox 103 .

Jmends Section 105(a) (1) to provida bonus payments o teachers

in Title I schaools. ' g ' : i o

1 o

a¢ Snecifications for repulations .

1) DProvide for the desigmatiom of teachers to recedive
such payments.

(2) Maiatain the comcept thot Title I paymeats are to be
mzde for prograns and projects designed to meet special’
cducational need.

(3) Recuive that such payments be made only to teachers

y C wao o tac couwsce of their wegular duties are carrying
cut speciiic cctivitics as part of a Title I program.

(4) Limit the provision to public school teachers.

' (5) Deiinc "teacher" Zov purposes of this subsection.

ERIC
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. Soncaors inowhole or in part from
Junda provided undar thds uitle way be compensated at levels
wWhach o ave “ teachers in tace districe,
srovided such Levels are not deemed to de excessive.

(1) &1L noyuonts to be provided im accordance with (1) and
{(2) shail be set fortn im applicatioas and speciilcally
i tate cducational agency

Any LIA who {ollows this section will first have to contact the SEA for

ac
Justificacion of such a Prograi.

"Uarental Iavelvement and Dincscenination

“Seerion 415, In the case of ady apnlicable program in which the
Commiszioner detaermines that parental participation at the State or
local level would increase the effcctiveness of the program in
achieving its purposcs, ne shall promulgate regulations with respect:
to cuch »ropram sctting forth criteria designed to encourage such
particization. If the program for wuich such determination provides
for nayments to local educational agencies, application for such

payweats shall--

: “{1) sct forth such policles and procccdures as will ensure that
prosvans end projects assisted under the application have been .
. planned and develonaed, and will be opcrated, im comsultation
with, and with che involvement of, parents of the children to
be segyed by such programs and projects;

"(2) be submitted with assurance that such parents have had an
opportunity to preseat thelr views with respect to the appli-
cation: and ' :
"“(3) set forth policies and procedures for adequate dissemilnation
of program plans and evaluations to such parents and the public.”
i o e
E -a - » . L} . . .‘ . -~ ’ . fag
"riscal Year 1971 apnlicatioas which do not show cvidence of pareatal
involvewmant, as outlined above, will not be approved.”

LA e P S, - - - - K] -~ ° n
>ronibition Against Susnplanting State and Local Funds
With Tedeyal Funds . . '

cccion 109. (a) Paragraph (3) of Section 105 (a) of Title I of the

S
EZlementary and Secondary Education act of 1965 is amended to read as
(o]

"{(3) chat (&) the locul educationcl agency nas provided satisfactory
cssurance that the control of funds provided under this title, and
title to property derived therefrom, shall be in a public agency

for the uses and purposes pnrovided in:this td le, aad that a public
agency will acminister such funds and propert/ (B) redg cal fuands

ERIC
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The wroaTani 0r pYojCecis proposed in thae
suate tC\Luu‘u 1L Goeney saall not anyr
y : du

application. The
OVe 4 prepram ovr
nal performance unless

it fdnds hat perforuance criteria cong the objectives
of the propram or project nave been set forth din the project
application. Whe purpose of such criterlu shall be to establish
by refcrence to appronriate objective measures the change in
coucational achilovement or performance the local ccducational
apency desires to brimg about through the dmplowmentatlon of one
or wore wctivities or gsewvices set forth in the application.
"2) The local cducetional agency shall submilt annually to the
State cducational agency & seport oa the evaluation of its
sronven or proiects.  Such report shall iaclude the performance
criteria as sco forth in the application and appropriate data
showing whether or not the performance of the children involved
hos been raised to the levels specified by such criteria.
Direntions fox Use of Eeolidov Tunds
&. Surcosted ] e fov reouvlation
{1y Fuads awpropriated under this title for each of the fiscal
: vears oveginaing July 1, 1969, 1970, 1971 and 1972 shadil bde
cvalladble for exnenditure in that year or in the succeeding year.
. Funds aveilable for a fiscal year shzll be requested for specific
purposes and cccounted for separately Ifvom the funds evailable
for another fiscal year. Cxpenditure of fuands from two comsccutive
fiscal yecars may be coordinated but such funds shall mot be
comminaled.
{2) <Each State cducatlonal agency and each local cducational
cooney shall report on the cxnenditures of funds undexr- this title
with reference to the.year for which the funds were appropriated.
(Thiz weans that a separate budset must be made to cover "holdover'
funds and separate quarterly weports cnd cvaluations must be made.
Tae Fiscal Year 1970, “holdove:” funds may be used for the saume :
cctivities as ave imcluded inm the Fiscal Year 1971 (new) appiication .
but separate budzets must be subumitted)V

& Torm 1s bedng devised for tihe use ol

cachi LEA in the ncar future.

Sncvion 110 ~ Amends Section 105(a) of ZIZSEA to
Toguired veports and evaluatioa, and all other
suoilic information.
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